The sharksucker, Echeneis naucrates, attaches to a variety of hosts including teleost fish, elasmobranchs, marine turtles, and mammals. We list 18 additional hosts not previously recorded for this species, including the first report of its attachment to a conspecific and review the possible role of the relationship between echeneid fish and their hosts. The attachment of E. naucrates to a conspecific represents an addition to known hosts for this species, but it remains unclear if remoras are a habitual host for conspecifics.
relatively small and sluggish hosts being regarded as trial vehicles (Strasburg, 1964) . A porcupine fish (Diodon hystrix Linnaeus, 1758) recorded off Brazil (Figure 2 ) may possibly be regarded as a trial vehicle as well, as it carried a small E. naucrates. As the remoras grow they presumably switch to larger and/or faster hosts (Table 1; see review in  O'Toole, 2002) . Medium-sized to large sharksuckers are often recorded free-swimming (Strasburg, 1964; Sazima & Grossman, 2006 ; this paper) and it is likely that an adult E. naucrates would acquire a smaller conspecific under these particular circumstances, thus playing the role of a host. At least 30 different fish serve as host species (some hosts unidentified to species level) for E. naucrates and it seems that no host is predominant (O'Toole, 2002) . However, most host fish are reef-dwellers, a situation similar to that we recorded in Fiji, South Pacific and north-east Brazil, south-west Atlantic (Table 1) , which is consistent with the reef-dwelling habits of E. naucrates (see O'Toole, 2002; Sazima & Grossman, 2006) . Thus, about 50 fish species are recorded as hosts for E. naucrates to date. Unfortunately, for most of these records there is neither data on the size of the sharksucker nor the place of attachment to the host. On a stationary host E. naucrates is reported to move over the host's body and clean it (Sazima et al., 1999; Sazima & Grossman, 2006 ; our personal observations). Data on attachment location would be useful to test the hypothesis that small juvenile sharksuckers attach to a greater diversity of body parts than larger juveniles and adults (Silva-Jr & Sazima, 2006) . For instance, the attachment of a small sharksucker on the head of a permit Trachinotus falcatus (Linnaeus, 1758) and a trunkfish Lactophrys trigonus (Linnaeus, 1758), contrasts with the predominant mode of attachment which primarily occurs on the hosts' ventral, dorsal or lateral surface (Table 1) . Attaching to the head of a bottom feeding fish, such as the permit and trunkfish, allows the sharksucker to pick the food stirred up by the foraging host (our personal observation; see also Sazima & Grossman, 2006) .
The unique suction disk of the remoras -a modified first dorsal fin that migrated anteriorly onto the neurocranium and underwent a series of morphological modifications -and its performance (Fulcher & Motta, 2006) would largely define the interactions with their hosts. However, the relation between a remora and its host seems to differ for each echeneid species (Strasburg, 1959; Alling, 1985; O'Toole, 2002; ) . The suction disk allows hitch-hiking behaviour which benefits echeneids with reduced costs of transportation and expenditure of energy (Strasburg, 1957; Steffensen & Lomholt, 1983; Alling, 1985; ) , access to food resources (Strasburg, 1959; Sazima et al., 2003; Sazima & Grossman, 2006) , protection from predators (Silva-Jr et al., 2005) , and presumably increased mating opportunities . But the suction disk performance has also effects on the hosts. These effects are by far less well studied and only recently has the question of costs and benefits for the hosts been considered (Brunnschweiler, 2006; Sazima & Grossman, 2006; Silva-Jr & Sazima, 2006) . A possible benefit for the host is cleaning with removal of parasites and diseased or injured tissue (Cressey & Lachner, 1970; Sazima et al., 1999; Silva-Jr & Sazima, 2006) . This benefit is likely outweighed by the potential costs for the host, however. While factual evidences and hypotheses about the nature of these costs exist (Brunnschweiler, 2006; Sazima & Grossman, 2006; Silva-Jr & Sazima, 2006) , no quantitative data are available as yet. However, evidence is increasing that at least some host types such as sharks and dolphins are discomforted or even impaired with echeneid attachment or position on their body, and subsequently try to dislodge or relocate the remoras (Brunnschweiler, 2006; Fish et al., 2006; Silva-Jr & Sazima, 2006) . This may explain the finding that remoras attach to many different body parts on larger hosts and seem to prefer the dorsal and ventral Nelson (1994) ; species in alphabetical order. A, Atlantic; P, Pacific.
